Introduction
Whether making purchases online or in person, people often come across prices that are split into two or more quanti ties. For example, an infomercial may tout a product with a base price of just $ 15, but with a shipping and handling fee ofS4.95. Similarly, a Las Vegas hotel may charge $99 for a room, but guests must also pay a mandatory $10 "resort fee", These companies could charge a single combilled price 0 [$19.95 or $109, respectively, but instead choose to display arguably more complicated paroliolled prices instead.
Such examples of partitioned pricing are ubiquitous and be coming even more common as technological advances allow for more and different ways of displaying price infonnotion to customers. Morwitz, Greenleaf, Shalev, and Johnson (2009) examined ways in which partitioned pricing has changed over • Corresponding aulllor.
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the last 10-\5 years. They found that companies have increased both the types of surcharges issued and the amount of money charged in extra fees. The hotel industry, for instance, made over 3 times more money in the form of surcharges from 2005 to 2007, from about $650 million to $2 billion dollars (pugh, 2008) . The increased use of partitioned pricing can be attributed to perceptions of its effectiveness. However. there are situations in which combined pricing may be just as, or even more, effective than partitioned pricing. For instance. individuals with high need for cognition (NFC; Cacioppo, Petty, & Feng Kao. 1984) tend to pay more attention to surcharges and their reasonableness. Therefore, they are sometimes less willing to purchase products that have partitioned rather than combined prices, i.e. when they deem the sW'Charges 10 be unreasonable (Bwman & Biswas, 2007) . Such find ings suggest the importance of understanding boundary effects when considering when and why partitioned pricing is effective. However. research in this area is currently quite limited. Besides the aforementioned work on need for cognition, Morwitz et al. (2009) reference only three other areas that have received any attention when it comes to the ways in which buyer characteristics moderate the effectiveness ofpartitioned pricing brand attitudes (Morwitz, Greenleaf, & Johnson, 1998 ), buyer's skepticism about firm's motives for partitioned pricing (Schindler, Morrin, & Bechwati, 2005) , and buyer experience (Cheema, 2008; Clark & Ward, 2008) . There has been no research on how goals affect the effectiveness of partitioned pricing. The current research aims to fill this gap in the literature. We suggest that regulatory focus can influence the effectiveness of partitioned pricing. In the next sections, we discuss extant findings on partitioned pricing and regulatory focus theory, followed by our hypotheses.
Theoretical background and hypotheses development

Partitioned pricing
In line with previous research, we define partitioned pricing as "a strategy that divides a product's price into a base price, charged for the product itself, and a mandatory surcharge(s) for products, services, fees, or taxes associated with purchasing or using the product" (Morwitz et aI., 2009) . A critical feature of partitioned pricing, which distinguishes it from other types of multicomponent pricing strategies, is that all surcharges are required. The opposing concept is combined pricing, which refers to charging a single price that includes all fees.
Much research in the pricing literature suggests partitioned pricing is more effective than combined pricing in increasing demand because people tend to underestimate surcharges and have significantly lower perceptions of the total cost when the price is offered in a partitioned rather than combined format (Clark & Ward, 2008; Hossain & Morgan, 2007; Lee & Han, 2002; Morwitz et aI., 1998) . One explanation for why this occurs is based on the anchoring and adjustment heuristic (Tversky & Kahneman, 1974) . That is, people anchor on to a base price and insufficiently adjust upward for surcharges (Morwitz et aI., 1998) . Consumers are more susceptible to the anchoring and adjustment heuristic when they do not fully process surcharge information, and less susceptible when they attend carefully to all the price information presented.
The purpose of the current research is to examine the moderating role of regulatory focus on the effectiveness of par titioned pricing. We hypothesize that, in general, promotion focused consumers view partitioned prices more favorably than combined prices because they engage in global processing and pay less attention to surcharges. Several studies suggest a relationship between promotion focus and global processing (e.g. Forster & Higgins, 2005) , and it is hypothesized that global processing leads people to focus on the most relevant piece of information when making judgments, paying less attention to subsidiary or less important information. The following section spells out our reasoning in more depth.
Information processing style, regulat01Y focus, and effect on partitioned pricing
People tend to engage in either global processing ("seeing the forest") or local processing ("seeing the trees") when evaluating perceptual information (Navon, 1977) . Global pro cessing is believed to be important in understanding ambiguous, complex, and abstract stimuli. Individuals who engage in global processing tend to rely more on the primary, or most relevant, features of a stimulus when making judgments (Trope & Liberman, 2000, 20 I 0) . In partitioned pricing, the main price is the largest charge and also the most relevant fee to the product itself Thus, we hypothesize that global processing leads individuals to focus on the base price while iguoring or insufficiently pro cessing surcharge information.
Local processing, on the other hand, is important for evaluating details and more minor infonnation. Research finds that individuals who use local processing attend more to peripheral features than primary features (Trope & Libemlan, 2000 , 2010 . We hypo thesize that when individuals use local processing to evaluate pricing information, they will attend to all details of the price, including subsidiary costs. In this situation, consumers are less susceptible to the anchoring and adjustment heuristic for parti tioned pricing and more accurate in their assessment of the total cost. Formally, we hypothesize the following relationship between infonnation processing and partitioned pricing; HI. Global processing leads consumers to perceive partitioned pricing as more attractive than combined pricing while local processing leads partitioned pricing and combined pricing to be perceived as similarly attractive.
Regulatory focus theory proposes that there are two main ways in which people achieve the fundamental goals of seeking pleasure and avoiding pain -by being either promotion focused or prevention focused (Brockner, Higgins, & Low, 2004; I-liggins, 1997) . Promotion focused individuals approach their goals with eagerness (Crowe & Higgins, 1997; Freitas & I-liggins, 2002) , and tend to place more emphasis on accomplishments and aspirations than safety and responsibilities (Higgins, 1997) . Prevention focused individuals, on the other hand, are vigilant of potential losses and generally more concerned about duties and obligations than self-fulfillment (Crowe & I-liggins, 1997; Kirmani & Zhu, 2007) . Put another way, promotion focused individuals place more importance on what they "want" to do, while prevention focused individuals place more emphasis on what they should, or "ought" to do.
We posit that regulatory focus will affect the effectiveness of partitioned pricing because of the different infonnation processing styles that promotion versus prevention foci elicit. The link between information processing style and regulatory focus is robust and reasonably well established. Forster and Higgins (2005) suggested that local processing fits a prevention focus on security because vigilant encoding ofconcrete details is crucial to maintaining safety; by contrast, global processing fits a promotion focus on advancement because concentrating on and details is insufficient perhaps even detrimental to progress. The authors conducted two studies to test their hypotheses. They found that promotion (prevention) focus increases processing ofglobal (local) stimuli, and that experimentally priming global (local) processing leads to greater preferences for promotion (prevention) focus. While the authors contend that the relationship between regulatory focus and information processing style is reciprocal, they did not experimentally test causality by manipulating regulato!), focus. Study I aims to conduct this test, with the following hypothesis; H2. Promotion focus leads to more global processing than prevention focus.
If promotion focused individuals process information gloo ally and attend more to prima!)' information, they should be more susceptible to the anchoring and adjustment heuristic by anchoring on to the base price of a partitioned price and insufficiently adjusting upward for (or neglecting to attend at all to) subsidia!), costs. Partitioned prices should appear more attractive than combined prices in this case. Prevention focused individuals, on the other hand, are hypothesized to process information locally by paying attention to details and subsidia!)' infonnation. They are more likely to attend to and process not just the base portion of a partitioned price, but surcharges and other costs as well. Since partitioned pricing is effective mainly when consumers do not fully process the information associated with surcharges (Morwitz et aI., 1998) , this leads us to formulate the following hypothesis;
H3. Partitioned versus combined pricing is more effective for promotion focused individuals but there will be no difference in evaluations of partitioned and combined pricing for prevention focused consumers.
Four studies were conducted to test these hypotheses. Study 1 measures how regulatory focus affects infonnation processing style. Study 2 manipulates global and local processing to examine their effect on consumer attitudes toward partitioned and combined pricing. Studies 3 and 4 test our main argument that regulato!), focus affects the effectiveness of partitioned and combined prices for two types of products.
Study 1: the effect of regulatory focus on global processing
Research by Forster and Higgins (2005) provides strong evidence for the idea that global processing fits a promotion focus, whereas local processing fits a prevention focus. However, the experimental piece oftheir research looked only at the effect ofinfonnation processing on regulatory orientation, not the other way around (though the authors suggest a reciprocal relationship between the two variables). Since the current research hypoth esizes that promotion (prevention) focus leads individuals to processing information more globally (locally), Study I was conducted as a direct test of how primed regulatory focus affects information processing style.
Participants and procedure
124 college students from a large university in the Midwest participated in the study for partial course credit. Participants entered the lab in groups ofup to 10 and were seated at computer stations partitioned for privacy. They were randomly assigned to one of two regulatory focus primes. Following Freitas and
Higgins (2002) Keller, 2006) .
Next, participants were asked to participate in a cognitive psychology study, which was intended to measure information processing using methods adapted from Kimchi and Palmer (1982) . In this task, participants were shown 12 target figures and asked to indicate whether each figure was more similar to a group of objects that matched its global shape or to a group of objects that matched its local components. The number oftimes participants matched the shapes on the basis of their global form rather than their local details was calculated and served as the dependent variable, with higher numbers indicating relatively greater global processing.
Results
Manipulation check.
The results of the manipulation check suggested that tile regulato!), focus primes were effective. Com pared to those primed with prevention focus, people primed with promotion focus assigned more weight to things they want, rather than ought, to do (Mpmmo,;on = 4.32 (SD = 1.615), Mp",,,nHon = 3.70 (SD = 1.585), t(122) = 2.13,p = .035).
Information processing style. Results revealed a significant effect of regulatory focus on information processing style, t(122) = 2.07, p = .040. Specifically, people primed with pro motion focus made more global choices than people primed with prevention focus (Mpromotion = 9.13. SD = 2.41; Mprcvcntion = 8.20, SD = 2.59). This finding supports H2.
Study 2: information processing style and attitudes toward partitioned pricing Study 2 tests the hypothesis that information processing style affects attitudes toward partitioned and combined pricing. We predict that global processing leads people to find partitioned pricing more attractive than combined pricing while local pro cessing leads people to evaluate the two pricing types similarly.
Participants and procedure
The study had a 2 (information processing: global vs. local) x 2 [(pricing type: partitioned pricing, $34.99 + $11.00 (handling and delive!),) vs. combined pricing, $45.99)] between subjects design. Participants were recruited using the online survey website Mechanical Turk, and randomly assigned to one of two information processing style conditions (global vs. local). Global and local processing were manipulated using previously established procedures (Friedman, Fishbach, Forster, & Werth, 2003) . Following their procedure, all participants were asked to look at a map of Europe on a computer SCreen and examine it for three minutes. Participants in the global processing condition were asked to look at the map as a whole and told that they would answer questions about the overall shape ofthe map later. Participants in the local processing condition were asked to look at the details of the map and told that they would answer questions about details of the map later. Twenty-eight partici pants who failed to follow instructions and did not look at the map for three minutes were excluded, leaving a sample of 99 participants. After finishing this part ofthe study, participants were told that they would be participating in an unrelated marketing sUlVey about consumer behavior.
In the second part of the study, participants were asked to imagine purchasing flowers online for their significant other's birthday. They were presented with a picture and the price of a medium size flower arrangement. Participants in the partitioned pricing condition were told that the offer price for the flowers is $34.99 plus $11.00 for handling and delivery. Participants in the combined pricing condition were simply told that the offer price is $45.99.
Next, participants responded to how attractive they per ceived the offer price to be using two items on seven-point scales (very unattractive/very attractive, very undesirable/very desirable). Because of the high degree of conceptual and statistical overlap (r = .79, P < .001), these two items were aggregated and served as our dependent variable of interest in the subsequent analysis.
Results
We predicted a pricing type by infonnation processing interaction whereby global processing (but not local processing) would lead people to perceive partitioned pricing to be more attractive than combined pricing. Our hypothesis was supported by a significant interaction effect, F(I, 95) = 4.32, P =.040, ~2 = .043. Pairwise comparisons showed that partitioned pricing was perceived to be more attractive than combined pricing for people In Study 3, we examine how different regulatory foci affect the attractiveness and purchase intention of products with partitioned and combined pricing. We predict that promotion focused individuals will find partitioned prices more attractive than combined prices and be more willing to purchase products with partitioned prices. Prevention focused individuals, on the other hand, should exhibit no such bias.
Participants and procedure
One-hundred and one undergraduate students from a large public university in the Midwest participated in the study for Next, participants were told that they would be completing an unrelated study about advertising. Participants were told to assume that they are buying sofa set to replace an old one that they had, and were presented with one of two advertisement stimuli. Both stimuli consisted of a photo of the sofa set, a list of the sofa set's features, and the sofa set's price. The stimuli were identical except for how the price was presented. In the combined pricing condition, the price was presented as $529.99. In the partitioned pricing condition, the base price ($489.99) was presented separately from a mandatory delivery and handling charge of $40.
After looking at the advertisement, participants rated the attractiveness of the sofa set offer using two items on seven-point scales (Le., overall, the store's offer is velY unattractive (1) ~ very atu·active (7); VelY undesirable (I) -very desirable (7), r = .84, p < .001). They also indicated their likelihood of purchasing the sofa set using three-items on seven-point scales (the likeWlOOd of my purchasing the product is; the probability that I would consider buying the product is; and my willingness to buy the product is; velY low (I) -very high (7); a = .95).
Results
Manipulation check. The manipulation check showed that the regulatory focus primes were successful; those primed with promotion focus (vs. prevention focus) associated more importance with want than ought (Mpromolion = 4.4, Mprcvcnlion = 3.27, t(99) = 2.95, p = .004).
Attractiveness ofoffer. There was a significant main effect of pricing type on the attractiveness of the sofa offer (F(I,97) = 4.75, p = .032, 1J2 = .047); partitioned pricing was rated higher in attractiveness than combined pricing. No main effect of regulatory focus was found (F(l,97) < I, p > .80, 1)2 = .001). More integral to our hypothesis, the interaction of pricing type and regulatory focus was significant (F(l,97) 
Study 4: Regulatory Focus and Plane Ticket Prices
Study 3 provides support for the hypothesis that regnlatory focus affects the perceived attractiveness of partitioned pricing. In order to increase external validity, Study 4 attempts to replicate this finding with a different product that is argnably more relevant to our sample. We chose to use plane tickets rather than furniture as the product to be purchased in Study 4 because travel related expenses tend to be more personally relevant than sofa sets for college-aged consumers. To further increase purchase relevance in this study, we chose the most common airport students from our university fly out of as the origin of their trip.
Participants and procedure
126 undergraduate students from a large public university in the Midwest participated in the study for partial course credit. Participants entered the lab in groups of up to 10 and were seated at computer stations partitioned for privacy. The study had a 2[pricing type: partitioned ($357 + $38) vs. combined ($395)] x 2 (regulatmy focus: promotion vs. prevention) be tween subjects design. Regulatory focus was primed using the same method as Study 3. That is, participants in the promotion focus condition were asked to imagine their past and current hopes, dreams, and aspirations. Participants in the prevention focus condition were asked to imagine their duties, obligations, and responsibilities. The same manipulation check used in studies 2 and 3 was conducted immediately after the prime.
Next, participants were told to assume that they needed to make a trip to New York City. They were presented with price information for a round-trip airline ticket from a major city in the US to New York City. To enhance purchase relevance, the closest international airport to the university campus was chosen as the origin of traveL Participants in the combined pricing condition were told the ticket costs $395; those in the partitioned pricing condition were told that the ticket costs $357 plus an additional $38 for tax and other surcharges. Participants rated the attractiveness of the offer using the same items in Study 3: [vely unattractive (I) -very attractive (7); very undesirable (1) -velY desirable (7); r = .80, p < .001]. They also rated their purchase likelihood using the same scale from Study 3 (the likelihood of my purchasing the product is; the probability that I would consider buying the product is; and my willingness to buy the product is; velY low (I) -velY high (7); a = .94).
Results
Manipulation check.
The manipulation check showed that regulatory focus was primed successfully. Participants primed with a promotion focus (vs. prevention focus) attached more importance to things they want to do rather than things they ought to do (Mpromotion = 4.32, Mprcvcntion = 3.44, t(124) = 3.00, p < .01). (Fig. 3) . These results lend further support for lB. Purchase likelihood. In line with previous research, there was a significant main effect of pricing type on purchase likeli hood (F(I, 122) = 7.06, P = .009, 1)2 = .055), whereby people were more likely to purchase products with partitioned than combined prices. The interaction effect between pricing type and regulatory focus was not statistically significant (F(I,122) < I, p> .38). The results of the pairwise comparisons, however, are consistent with hypothesis 3. The results showed that partitioned pricing was more effective at enhancing purchase likelihood than combined pricing when participants were primed with promotion focus (Mpartitionoo = 5.23, M, ombin, d = 4.39, F(l, 122) = 6.45, p = .012, 1)2 = .050). However, no significant difference in purchase likelihood was found for participants primed with prevention focus (Mpmition, d = 4.50, M, ombinoo =4.07, F(l, 122) 
General discussion
Four studies provided consistent support for the hypothesis that regulatory focus affects the perceived attractiveness of partitioned pricing. Specifically, promotion focused individuals found partitioned prices more attractive than combined prices while prevention focused individuals rated the two types of pricing similarly attractive. Furthennore, we found evidence for the hypothesis that regulatory focus affects the perceived attractiveness of partitioned pricing through shifts in infonnation processing style. Study 1 supports extant research on regulatory focus and information processing style by showing that promotion focus enhances global processing more than prevention focus does. Study 2 revealed that global processing leads people to find partitioned pricing more attractive than combined pricing, presumably because they are focusing on the main price component (i.e. the base price) without attending sufficiently to supplementary price information (i.e. surcharges). Studies 3 and 4 primed regulatory focus and found that promotion focused, but not prevention focused, individuals prefer partitioned pricing over combined pricing.
Contributions and implications
Although partitioned pricing has received increasing atten tion among academics over the last decade, and is being used more frequently by companies (especially in e-commerce), there is limited research on the ways in which buyer characteristics influence the attractiveness of this pricing type (MOlwitz et aI., 2009) . The current research contributes to this literature by introducing regulatory focus theory as a variable that helps detennine the effectiveness ofpartitioned versus combined pricing. Given the importance of understanding the effects of regulatory focus in marketing, we expect that the theoretical connection between regulatory focus and partitioned pricing that we proposed and tested here will invite other research on the topic.
The current research has implications for the design of promotional materials that include price infonnation. Because price is such a critical component of consumer choice, it is important to know what pricing technique is best suited to a particular ad. Zhu and Meyers-Levy (2007) found that ads designed with higher levels of ambiguity are more persuasive for promotion-oriented individuals because they are more likely to engage in relational elaboration. Our findings suggest that such ads would benefit from the addition of partitioned pricing information. In a similar vein, Lee and Aaker (2004) showed that promotion focused gain-framed messages are effective and that prevention focused loss-framed messages are effective. Our findings suggest that pairing gain-framed promotion-oriented messages with partitioned pricing would be optimal. Other research has shown that certain products are more likely to be associated with promotion (vs. prevention) concerns (Mourali, B6ckenholt, & Laroche, 2007) . Our findings suggest that it is especially important to use partitioned pricing for companies selling these products.
In contrast to other research suggesting partitioned pricing is the superior pricing strategy, the current research shows an instance when it may make more sense to use combined pricing. Partitioned pricing can negatively affect brand attitudes in the long run. This is most likely to happen when consumers realize their errors in interpreting the price and attribute the errors to the retailer (Lee & Han, 2002) . Companies must always balance the costs and benefits of adopting different pricing strategies, and the current research suggests using combined pricing for products with prevention concerns may be the better choice in the long run.
Furthermore, our findings might provide additional expla nations for why the effectiveness of partitioned pricing is reduced when certain factors that increase surcharge salience exist. For example, when a seller's reputation is low, partitioned pricing is less effective because attention to surcharges is enhanced (Cheema, 2008) . We suggest that low seller reputation tum on a red light, which leads consumers to become prevention focused and pay more attention to surcharges. It would be worthwhile for future research to investigate this proposed underlying mechanism. We believe our findings provide a theoretical bridge that might connect the gap between previous findings and future studies.
Finally, the current research has implications for consumer welfare. Since the effectiveness of partitioned pricing relies on undennining consumers' cognitive processing, some researchers have argued that its use can decrease perceived pricing fairness (Sheng, Bao, & Pan, 2007) . Thus, understanding the situations that make partitioned pricing more attractive may be an important tool for consumers to protect themselves from unsavory marketing schemes.
Limitations and future directions
One of the limitations of the present research is that we failed to find a significant interaction effect of regulatory focus and pricing type on purchase likelihood. However, post-hoc tests showed consistent results with our hypothesis that partitioned pricing is more effective than combined pricing for those who are promotion focused but not for those who are prevention focused. One of the potential reasons for the insignificant interaction effect is our asymmetric 2 x 2 experimental design. That is, a significant difference was expected only for the promotion focus condition but not for the prevention focus condition, which results in the prediction ofan ordinal interaction. Compared to a crossover interaction, an ordinal interaction is more difficult to detect and requires greater statistical power. Furthennore, compared to attitudes (attractiveness of the offer), behavioral intention (pur chase likelihood) is expected to have higher statistical variance and lower statistical power because more external factors, such as social nonns, are considered in the decision (Wilson, Mathews, & Harvey, [975) . It could be that the high price points ofthe products in our studies are barriers of purchase for many of the college students in our sample, increasing residual variation and making the interaction more difficult to detect.
It would be fiuitful for future research to explore how other buyer characteristics influence the effectiveness of partitioned and combined pricing. Previous research has established a robust link between self construal and regulatory focus, whereby people with a dominant independent self construal are more likely to be promotion focused and those that have a dominant interdependent self are more likely to be prevention focused (Kitayama, Markus, Matsumoto, & Norasakkunkit, 1997; Lee, Aaker, & Gardner, 2000) . Would the effectiveness of partitioned pricing, then, be especially strong in independent or individualistic cultures and attenuated in countries that are more interdependent or collectivistic?
It might also be worthwhile for other research to investigate different situational characteristics that affect infonnation processing style and partitioned pricing. For example, posi tive mood induces global processing and negative mood induces local processing (Gasper & Clore, 2002) . Are people in a positive mood more susceptible to partitioned pricing?
SummQlY
In summary, the current research explores how an important factor in consumer behavior, regulatory focus, affects the perceived attractiveness of partitioned and combined pricing. The results of four studies are consistent in their support for the hypothesis that promotion focused (but not prevention focused) consumers find partitioned prices more desirable than com bined prices. This research contributes to the pricing literature in several ways, and paves the way for future work on how buyer characteristics moderate the effectiveness of partitioned pricing.
